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Preface

This mid-term review, completed in early 2013, of Diakonia’s programme Strategic
Peace Building in Zimbabwe (2012-2014), is a follow-up of an evaluation that was
undertaken in 2011 of the previous phase of the programme.

The purpose of the mid-term review is to assess the performance of the programme
and the capacity of Diakonia to implement the programme. The intended users of the
evaluation are both Sida and Diakonia - it serves as a planning tool and a basis for
decisions on future programme design.

The Embassy of Sweden in Zimbabwe commissioned Indevelop to undertake the
evaluation through Sida's Framework Agreement for Reviews, Evaluations and Advi-
sory Services on Results Frameworks.

The evaluation was undertaken by Mr. Jérdme Gouzou, a member of Indevelop’s
Core Team of professional evaluators. Mr. Gouzou undertook the previous evaluation
of the programme in 2011.

Indevelop provided active management of the evaluation; quality assurance of the
methodology and reports was provided by lan Christoplos while Jessica Rothman
coordinated and managed the process throughout.



Executive Summary

This report presents the findings of the mid-term review of Diakonia’s programme
Strategic Peace Building in Zimbabwe for the period 2012-2014 that was submitted
to and funded by Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Zimbabwe. This evaluation, commis-
sioned by the Embassy, is a follow-up of an evaluation of Diakonia’s programme that
was performed in 2011. It assesses and draws conclusions and recommendations on
the first year of the new programme.

This mid-term review shows that numerous positive changes have taken place since
the 2011 evaluation. Diakonia has taken the recommendations of the evaluation very
seriously and has embarked upon a series of processes aimed at implementing each
recommendation and at addressing the weaknesses that characterised its previous
programme in Zimbabwe. Diakonia has, first of all, succeeded in putting in place an
institutional set-up for an in-depth modification of the previous programme and the
implementation of a new one. This was done through a three-fold approach (success-
ful recruitment of new management and staff at the Harare office, greater involve-
ment of the Regional Office in Nairobi and systematic use of competent national con-
sultants) that proved highly relevant and effective. This new institutional set-up has
been able to lay the ground for the development of a relevant and necessary process
for critically assessing and learning from the shortcomings of the previous pro-
gramme. It has contributed to creating an environment that is conducive to the devel-
opment of a new programme by addressing key issues and helping to put the pro-
gramme back on track. Diakonia has focused on restoring relationships with the part-
ners in Zimbabwe, which had been damaged during the last three years. Diakonia has
embarked on a frank dialogue with its partners that aims at critically assessing their
relevance and performance while increasing their ownership of the programme
through greater involvement in financial management issues, risk and conflict analy-
sis. Diakonia has, moreover, been able to develop a capacity development strategy of
remarkable quality. Finally, Diakonia has succeeded, in a short amount of time, in
going from being totally unknown among international actors in Zimbabwe to being
considered as a reliable partner that brings a true added value to the democratisation
process in the country.

There are, however, a number of areas of the work that need to be improved. Dia-
konia still faces a series of challenges in relation to strategic planning. Despite an
undeniable improvement of the quality of conflict analysis, it does not clearly lead to
priorities for programming. The analysis suggests that the programme deals with stra-
tegic peace building without explaining what this means for Diakonia. The current
programme is more focused than the previous one, but it is still too vague: the logical
framework is too general, it fails to reflect what the partners want to achieve and the
results (at output and outcome levels) of Diakonia’s support to its partners should be
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formulated in a more precise manner. The risk analysis is done in a systematic man-
ner, but it largely focuses on the physical integrity of the partners (which is highly
relevant) and neglects the capacity constraints of the partners in reaching their objec-
tives. There is, and this is the most important aspect of the work that needs to be en-
hanced, a need for further reflection on what the programme is really about and what
it may realistically achieve within a three-year period and beyond. A crucial part of
this reflection concerns the current and future portfolio of partners. The main ques-
tions are if it is currently relevant to achieve the objectives of the programme and
what types of competencies/profiles Diakonia may want for future partnerships.
Moreover, despite improvements in the quality of the relationships between Diakonia
and its partners, a sense of partnership has been insufficiently developed among its
different partners. The conflict analysis shows that the lack of collaboration between
Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) is a major obstacle to the emergence of an effec-
tive civil society in Zimbabwe, and the evaluator is convinced that the success of the
current programme depends, to a large extent, on the capacity of Diakonia to create a
sense of common interest among its partners.

We recommend Sida/Embassy of Sweden to:

e Provide Diakonia with technical support available within the Results Frame-
work. This support should be ideally provided during the first half of 2013.

e This support should consist of training Diakonia staff and partners in Results-
Based Management (RBM) and of helping Diakonia and its partners review
their results frameworks included in the new programme.

e Take the initiative to facilitate contact between Diakonia and other potentially
interested donors (Norway, Finland, Denmark, Department for International
Development (DFID), German Agency for International Cooperation (G12)
and possibly the Australian Agency for International Development (AU-
SAID)), which would allow for more financial stability and sustainability for
Diakonia’s programme in Zimbabwe.

We recommend Diakonia to:

e Develop, throughout the implementation of the programme, clear indicators in
its capacity building logical framework.

e Plan for a capacity building process in RBM for its partners’ staff and their
board members. Plan for capacity building of its partners in methods to ana-
lyse conflicts.

e Include clear links between conflict analysis and programming in these capac-
ity building plans.

e Plan for greater time for conflict/context analysis during the partners’ meetings.

e Define, in close collaboration with its partners, what a strategic peace building
programme is, what it consists of in terms of problems to address in the con-
text of Zimbabwe and in terms of relevant strategies to address them.

e  Strategically choose one or two problems to address through its programme
(Diakonia and its partners cannot address all the problems highlighted in the
conflict analysis). This choice will depend on the experience and knowledge



of the partners, and their capacity to demonstrate an added value in addressing
these problems.

Further assess its current portfolio as a whole, not only individual organisa-
tions, and draw conclusions on its capacity to address and have an influence
on the issues highlighted in the conflict analysis and/or on those that the part-
ners agree to address in priority during the coming two years.

Consider changing the current portfolio on the basis of the conclusions of the
assessment suggested above (on qualitative and not on quantitative criteria).
Implement the resource mobilisation strategy developed by Diakonia in Zim-

babwe and share the results on a regular basis with Sida/Embassy of Sweden
in Harare.



1 Background

1.1 INTRODUCTION

During 2009-2011, Diakonia implemented a country programme in Zimbabwe, focus-
sing on democracy, peace and security. The programme was funded by Sida/Embassy
of Sweden in Zimbabwe and through the Diakonia frame grant from Sida CIVSAM in
Sweden. The programme was evaluated in mid-2011.* The evaluator concluded that
the performance of the Diakonia programme had been mixed. There were serious
weaknesses, but also promising areas for development. Among other things, most of
the participating partner organisations were found to be highly relevant and important
voice-bearers in the current development context of Zimbabwe. Among the weakness-
es, the report mentions a lack of coherence and systematic capacity development of the
partner organisations. Based on the evaluation, Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Harare
decided to extend the programme an additional six months for the period January-June
2012, in order to allow Diakonia time to address the weaknesses and make use of the
recommendations highlighted in the report. During this period, the Strategic Peace
Building Programme in Zimbabwe was developed.

The new programme was launched in July 2012 and runs until the end of 2014. The
Swedish contribution is SEK 25,972,000, accounting for 85% of the budget. The pro-
gramme budget includes an already approved contribution of MSEK 3,8 from Sida
CIVSAM for the period 1 July 2012 to 31 December 2014. The budget will be chan-
nelled via local implementing partner organisations in Zimbabwe that Diakonia works
through. The programme started with 7 partners and aspires to reach 12 partners by
the end of the period.

Given the challenges in the previous Diakonia programme, Sida/Embassy of Sweden
has decided to commission an early mid-term review in 2013 to ensure that the new
programme is being implemented according to plan, to assess the room for further
expansion as well as to provide input to the general direction of the programme.

This purpose of the mid-term review is to assess the performance of the Diakonia
Strategic Peace Building Programme and the capacity of Diakonia to implement the
programme. The specific issues to be assessed are:

! Evaluation of Diakonia Programme 2009-2011; J. Gouzou, Indevelop, Sep 2011



1. The programme management capacity of Diakonia
2. The quality of the programme inception (January-December 2012)
3. The value addition of the programme

The review provides recommendations to both Sida and Diakonia on how to further
improve programme delivery and on the future direction of the programme in relation
to the plan.



2 Methodology

2.1 FOCUSING THE EVALUATION

This assignment started with an inception phase, during which the evaluator clarified
the evaluation criteria and the scope of the evaluation. The initial Terms of Reference
(ToR) indicated a series of evaluation questions. In its inception report, Indevelop
suggested to amend some of the evaluation questions in order to make the assignment
more feasible and to provide Sida and Diakonia with useful conclusions and recom-
mendations.

The initial ToR stipulated two different purposes that sometimes contradicted each
other. The evaluator suggested simplifying the formulation of the ToR through draft-
ing one single purpose for this assignment. Evaluating the impact of the programme
would have required resources (financial, technical, human and time) that were not
available for this type of assignment. It is, moreover, not necessarily relevant when
performing a mid-term review. Sida agreed with our suggestion to reformulate the
purpose of the mid-term review as follows:

The purpose of the review is to assess the extent to which the new programme
management and structure might contribute to reaching the objective of Dia-
konia’s intervention in Zimbabwe (@ strengthened civil society contributing to
the change of structural conditions necessary for peace, gender equality and
consolidated democracy in Zimbabwe).

Sida also agreed that this assignment addresses the following evaluation questions:

Relevance

e  Which recommendations from the previous evaluation have been implement-
ed? Which recommendations have not been implemented and why?

e Has the programme design been articulated in a coherent structure: are the
outcomes and outputs clearly articulated?

e To what extent do the activities carried out address the causes of problems
identified?

e Are the programme objectives addressing identified needs of the target
group(s) in Zimbabwe?

Effectiveness
e To what extent does the programme contribute to reaching its objectives (out-
comes)? In other words: are there indications that the programme contributes
to reaching its outcomes?
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Efficiency:
e To what extent have Diakonia’s organisational structure, managerial support
and coordination mechanisms effectively supported the delivery of the pro-
gramme so far?

Sustainability:
e Is the programme supported by regional/national/local institutions?
e Has the funding base been diversified? How has the work to obtain financial
sustainability and reducing the dependency on Sida core support turned out?

On the donor side, the main user of the evaluation is Sida. Some other donors might,
however, be interested in the findings. This evaluation is intended to help Sida to bet-
ter understand the work of Diakonia and to serve as a basis when deciding on future
commitments with the organisation.

For Diakonia, the evaluation is an opportunity to have someone from the outside re-
flect on the strategies, accomplishments and on the organisational structure and ca-
pacity. The assessment is not only meant to look backwards but also to use the find-
ings, insights and lessons to inform the implementation of the new programme. Fol-
lowing the evaluation performed in 2011, Diakonia’s programme has gone through a
series of changes at organisational and content levels. The evaluation is an opportuni-
ty to gain expert advice on the focus and approach in the new programme.

The evaluation is also an opportunity to provide evidence to potential donors and
partners regarding the value of Diakonia as a partner in Zimbabwe.

2.3.1 General Approach

This assignment has integrated different methods. They have been adapted to the var-
ious types of informants and information that the evaluator believes were necessary to
approach and to collect. The evaluator has incorporated a mix of three key methods to
analyse the information in a variety of ways.

i. Analysis of the available documentation

The evaluator has analysed all relevant documents provided by Diakonia (proposal,
narrative reports of the programme, analysis of partner organisations, minutes from
meetings with partners, capacity building/empowerment material, advocacy cam-
paigns’ documents), the documents provided by Sida (assessment memos, decisions)
and a few documents provided by Diakonia’s partner organisations. The purpose of
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this analysis was to trace important information related to the relevance and efficien-
cy of the organisation.

ii. Interviews
The evaluation used different interview techniques, depending on the type of infor-
mation that needed to be collected.

One-on-one interviews with key informants

This method has been primarily used with Diakonia leadership in Harare, and with
representatives from partner organisations. Key informants who do not belong to
Diakonia staff were selected in relation to the type of information that the evaluator
needed in order to assess the relevance and the effectiveness of Diakonia (partners,
other international and local NGOs working in Zimbabwe, consultants used by Dia-
konia in the implementation of the programme). The one-on-one interviews have
been conducted using a mix of forced-choice questions (mainly aimed at clarifying
the role of the informant in Diakonia’s programme or specific activity) and of open-
ended questions aimed at collecting the perception of the informant on the strategy
used by Diakonia and the possible effects that the intervention has had on his/her or-
ganisation or on the process that he/she participated in.

Focus Group Interviews (FGI)

This method has mainly been used with Diakonia staff in Harare, with Diakonia’s
partners and with other international and local NGOs. The FGIs have been conducted
using open-ended and one-dimensional questions that allowed the respondents to
elaborate on the questions and build on each other’s answers. This method has mainly
been used to assess the relevance of Diakonia’s interventions and the efficiency of the
organisation. For these two purposes, a set of questions aimed at collecting relevant
information has been prepared. Both one-on-one interviews and FGIs used semi-
structured questions. Departing from prepared sets of questions that followed the is-
sues highlighted in the ToR, the evaluation team also let the respondents talk about
what was important to them. This approach, which sometimes allowed the interview-
ees to bring in aspects or issues other than those planned by the evaluators, has prov-
en very useful to add qualitative information to purely structured interviews.

2.3.2 Evaluation criteria and questions

i. Assessing relevance

This evaluation is meant to assess Diakonia’s programme, which means that it should
address the support provided by Diakonia to its partners and the work of the partners
themselves.

As this review is a follow-up of the 2011 evaluation, two key questions have first
guided the evaluator:
e Which recommendations from the previous evaluation have been implement-
ed?
e  Which recommendations have not been implemented and why?
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The relevance criterion is meant to assess the extent to which the outcomes/objectives
of a project or a programme are valid and adequate, whether in their initial form or
after they have been adjusted. The relevance criterion allows answering the following
question: Does Diakonia (and, where relevant, it’s implementing partners) do the
right thing? Doing the right thing or being relevant implies two things:?
e To what extent are the strategy and the programme/project of Diakonia appro-
priate in relation to the needs and priorities of the target groups?
e To what extent are the strategy and the programme/project of Diakonia appro-
priate in relation to the objectives of Swedish development cooperation in
Zimbabwe?

The relevance criterion is also meant to focus on the consistency of the logic of a giv-
en intervention. Assessing relevance means, thus, to evaluate the extent to which the
activities and outputs of the programme are consistent with the attainment of its ob-
jectives.

Finally, and beyond the two dimensions mentioned above, the relevance criterion also
relates to the responsiveness of organisations. Does Diakonia take into account
changes in the environment in which the organisation intervenes? The following two
questions have guided our thoughts in that matter:
e To what extent are the objectives of the programme still valid?
e If any, are the new activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the
intended effects?

In order to be as objective and transparent as possible, a two-step qualitative rating
system was applied to the assessment questions. The evaluator has used the same
method as the one used for the evaluation of September 2011. This allows for a com-
parative analysis of progress made by Diakonia and its partners.

First step: The evaluators provide a grade for each question (Cf. Box 1) and com-
ments explaining/justifying the reason for the grade.

Box 1: The grading system:

D: not performed by Diakonia because it is not in the organisation’s mandate
C: not done by Diakonia, although it could/should have been

B: Diakonia attempts to do it, but there is room for improvement

A: Diakonia does it well

Second step: Synthesise findings for each chapter.

2 Cf. Sida at Work
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e The evaluator counts the number of A, B, C and/or Ds.
e The evaluator synthesises the comments in order to give a global picture of the
relevance of Diakonia. This results in a rating system that is presented in Box 2.

Box 2: The rating system

Doubtful relevance: majority of D or C
Organisation potentially relevant: majority of B
Organisation highly relevant: majority of A

ii. Assessing effectiveness

In order to assess the extent to which the expected outputs and outcomes formulated
in Diakonia’s proposal have been achieved, the evaluator led a series of interviews
with key informants and visited each partner organisation. The focus was on the ca-
pacity building Diakonia provided to its partners. The following questions aimed at
finding evidence of effectiveness during the interviews and the field visits:

e To what extent do the activities of Diakonia’s programme contribute to reach-
ing their outputs? Meaning: have Diakonia’s capacity building efforts generat-
ed new knowledge?

To what extent has this newly acquired knowledge been used by the partners?
To what extent is it possible to trace some effects of these new working
tools/methods?

iii. Assessing efficiency

The efficiency criterion aims at assessing the extent to which human and financial
resources have been used in an optimal manner. As mentioned in section 1 of this
report, the evaluation has focused on the following question: To what extent have
Diakonia’s organisational structure, managerial support and coordination mechanisms
effectively supported the delivery of the programme so far?

This is an important aspect of the review, as the evaluation performed in September
2011 had highlighted a series of deficiencies at that level. The evaluator has used the
recommendations from the evaluation to structure this part of the review and assess
the progress made by Diakonia on efficiency. The review has focused on assessing
the extent to which Diakonia:

e Has recruited some technical staff for the Harare office, with competencies in
capacity development and in the thematic area(s) that the programme is focus-
ing on; and/or

e Is using more systematically competent local consultants to perform the ca-
pacity development dimension of Diakonia’s work; and/or

e Has revised its thematic priorities; and/or

e Has mobilised more resources from the Nairobi office to provide more sys-
tematic technical support to the Harare staff.

iv. Assessing sustainability
In this evaluation, the focus for the sustainability criterion was on ownership and the
replicability of Diakonia’s projects and on its financial dependency on Sida’s funding.

The following question have guided the work of the evaluator:
14



Do regional/national/local institutions support the programme?

Has the funding base been sufficiently diversified? What has been the result of
the work to obtain financial sustainability and reduce the dependency on
Sida’s support, and is this sufficient?

The interviews were carefully planned to include key people within partner organisa-
tions and other actors expected to give constructive external opinions on the pro-
gramme. The informants from each category were selected as follows:

Diakonia provided information on the programmes of each partner and put the
evaluator in contact with the relevant partners’ staff.

Diakonia planned meetings with each of its partners in Harare. The evaluator
led these meetings without the presence of Diakonia staff.

Other important stakeholders and observers have been selected based on the
evaluator’s network in Zimbabwe, in order to get information that cannot be
suspected as biased. Whenever possible, other actors (international and local
NGOs) have been approached. The objective of meeting other international
and local actors was to gain a clearer picture of what it entails to work with
sensitive issues in the country.

It is worth noting that the collaboration with Diakonia and its partners has
been very fruitful, with each of them providing key documents and a willing-
ness to discuss their strengths, while also being very open to exchanges about
their weaknesses. Diakonia and its partners have even invited the evaluator to
participate in the partners’ meeting that took place in Harare on 19-20 Febru-
ary. He was welcome to attend every session, and some time was reserved
during the schedule for FGIs on the relevance of peace building interventions
in the current political context and on the possibility of CSOs to address the
main causes of the conflicts. The evaluator was even able to share some of his
findings with Diakonia’s staff and partners at the end of the first day’s session.
We feel it important to highlight this effort in order to be totally transparent as
a finding in itself.

Within the framework of this assessment, the evaluator visited the partner organisa-
tions based in Harare; each of them is different in their nature, mandate and organisa-
tional structure. They are active in different parts of the country with specific contex-
tual issues. A great amount of time has been spent with the Diakonia team and man-
agement in order to better understand the logic of the programme, as well as with
other informants to gain a fair picture of the opportunities and constraints that are
faced by organisations aiming at bringing democracy, respect for human rights and
gender issues onto the national agenda. Our method has attempted to, as much as is
possible, minimise difficulties linked to dealing with complex issues in complex envi-
ronments. We would, however, like to highlight the following limitations:
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e This assessment cannot be considered a full-fledged relevance and/or effec-
tiveness evaluation. This mid-term review should be seen as a learning tool for
Diakonia and Sida. It aims at providing Diakonia with strategic guidance on
several aspects of its work that require further reflection in the next phase of
its programme. It is also meant to provide Sida with insights on Diakonia’s
work in order to optimise its support in the future.

e The issue of attribution has been a constant concern for the evaluator. Due to
time, and human and financial constraints, it was not possible to fully evaluate
the effectiveness of Diakonia’s programme and/or draw conclusions on the ef-
fective changes (at outcome level) that could be attributed to Diakonia. What
the evaluator has been able to highlight are the contributions of Diakonia.

e It would have been relevant and interesting to spend time in each region where
Diakonia’s partners are active in the field. It would have enabled the evaluator
to verify the credibility of the claims made by Diakonia and by its partners.
The evaluator was given the opportunity to visit one activity outside Harare
during his stay in the country. However, the evaluator was convinced that us-
ing 30% of the time spent in the country to visit one single activity, undertak-
en by one partner, would not be efficient. The time and resources allocated for
this assessment did not allow for systematic field visits outside Harare.

e The evaluator had planed to perform a thorough relevance evaluation of Dia-
konia’s new partner, the Zimbabwe Peace Project (ZPP) in order to collect da-
ta that would be comparable to the ones collected from the other partners in
2011. This was, however, not possible, as ZPP was going through a difficult
time before and during our visit in Zimbabwe. The police had launched a raid
on ZPP’s office a few days prior to our arrival in Harare, during which cell
phones and much of ZPP’s documentation were confiscated. Moreover, the
Director of ZPP was under a threat of police arrest during the evaluator time
spent in the country. As a result, the meeting planned on 21 February was
cancelled.® The evaluator had, however, the opportunity to briefly meet with
ZPP’s Director before the end of the mission.

e The two partners based in South Africa, Denis Hurley Peace Institute (DHPI)
and SAL, were not thoroughly evaluated in 2011, as time constraints did not
allow the evaluator to visit their offices nor to visit the work of DHPI in Bu-
lawayo. Similar limits apply, to a large extent, to this mid-term review. The
evaluator was, however, able to spend some time with one staff member from
DHPI during Diakonia’s partner’s meeting in Harare, which was very useful
to better understand the work of the organisation and more accurately assess

% The daily newspaper, The Herald, had as his major headline “NGO stuck into espionage case” on its
21 February edition.
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its relevance. As a result, this review cannot draw any conclusion on the rele-
vance of SAL.

This review shows an important lesson that the evaluator believes Sida should learn
from and possibly replicate in other similar situations: supporting and accompanying
a transition period for a programme whose performance has been severely questioned
by an evaluation is a good investment. The example of Diakonia, which relies to a
large extent on new management, a critical evaluation of previous partnership and
approaches, and on greater support provided by the regional office, shows that such a
process leads to the development of a more relevant and efficient programme.

The use of the same evaluator to perform the 2011 evaluation and this mid-term re-
view proved to be effective and efficient. We are convinced that the knowledge of the
organisation, of the previous programmes, with its weaknesses, challenges and
strengths, and of the partners, enhanced the credibility and legitimacy of the analysis
and conclusions included in this report. It also allowed for an optimised use of the
time that was allocated for the review.

Apart from making sure that gathered information answers the evaluation questions,
our approach and the focus on utilisation have ensured that the evaluation process
would allow Diakonia, their partners and stakeholders to reflect on their work and,
thus, learn from the evaluation process. The evaluator has shared the initial findings
of the evaluation with Diakonia’s team in Harare, with a representative of Diakonia’s
regional office in Nairobi and with Sida’s staff at the Embassy.

None of the external informants have provided information that might question the

trustworthiness of the information collected through the staff and the partners. This
strengthens our confidence in the credibility of the results of this assessment.
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3 Results of the Evaluation

3.1 EVALUATION OF RELEVANCE

3.1.1 Relevance of Diakonia’s inception phase of the new programme

This part of the evaluation addresses the relevance of Diakonia approaches, method-
ologies and strategies during the transition period and the beginning of the implemen-
tation phase of its new programme.

i. Relevance to the context

Relevance question Grade
To what extent does the programme include a context/conflict analysis? A

The 2011 evaluation showed that the fact that Diakonia performed a conflict analysis
before even drafting a proposal was a very positive aspect of its work. However, there
was a principal problem with this analysis. It was meant to both analyse the conflict
and suggest programmatic implications, but the analysis part was far too general. It
only stated a series of problems while never trying to highlight the complexity of each
of them; and it failed to even attempt to explain how these different problems were
interacting with each other. The analysis of the different actors was very shallow.

Following up on the evaluation, Diakonia launched a new conflict analysis process in
September 2011 with the help of a consultant who was employed part-time at Dia-
konia. This process was highly participatory, as it relied, to a great extent, on a series
of consultations with the partners who were gathered to perform the analysis. The
result is a document that is far more solid and detailed than the previous analysis from
November 2008. The analysis follows a classic academic method of conflict analysis.
The conflict issues are clearly highlighted and analysed. The analysis of the actors is
more in-depth and elaborated than the previous one. The analysis of the conflict dy-
namic shows the complexity of the interactions between the actors, attitudes, behav-
iours and the changes in the way they define/formulate the nature of the problems at
stake. The purely analytical part of the conflict analysis is of very good quality.

Relevance question Grade
To what extent does the context analysis lead to clear options for programming? B

Actors involved in development or peace building are not supposed to perform con-
flict analyses for the sake of doing them, but rather because these exercises are in-
tended to inform and influence the development of their interventions. The evaluation
of 2011 showed that the conflict analysis was not comprehensive enough to base a
programme upon. The risks, and risk mitigation strategies, related to being engaged in
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peace building needed to be carefully assessed and developed. Diakonia outlined
ways of resolving conflict and promoting development around the promotion of dia-
logue, mediation and reconciliation, and engaging the people and the State. While this
was a standard academic/intellectual framework, the reality of this practice and im-
plementation in contemporary Zimbabwe needed to be based on a more careful exam-
ination of available options for conflict prevention. The conflict analysis did not shed
light on these options.

Diakonia and its partners have made considerable efforts, during the conflict analysis
process, and especially since the inception of the new programme in July 2012, to
improve the quality of their risk analysis and management. Partners meet regularly to
share their analyses of potential risks and to develop the strategies aimed at lowering
them. Most of their efforts are geared towards the protection of the integrity of per-
sons, which is highly relevant in the current context in Zimbabwe, and on the protec-
tion of the documentation of their activities. This part of the risk analysis, including
what it might entail to be involved in peace building activities, and the risk mitigation
strategies put in place by Diakonia and its partners, are of good quality and are far
more advanced than the ones that were in place during the last programme. The re-
vised risk analysis framework (Risk Register, 21 November 2012) mentions planning
risks and even underlines the potential lack of relevance of the partners’ programmes.
This is a positive development that needs to be highlighted. However, the risk anal-
yses performed by Diakonia and its partners do not sufficiently address programmatic
risks. There is very little attention, if any, to the effects of potential changes in the
political context on the capacity of the partners to maintain as they are and/or reach
the objectives of their programmes. We will get back to this issue in the section dedi-
cated to the logic of programming, but this is an area of Diakonia’s work that needs to
be further improved.

The main problem with the conflict analysis is that it partly fails to highlight clear
options for programming for Diakonia. More specifically, there is a gap between the
directions suggested by the conflict analysis and Diakonia’s formulation of its new
programme. The last one and a half pages of the analysis (pointers to programming)
underline four potential strategies:
e Need to increase cooperation between CSOs in order to have an influence on
key issues at stake;
e Need for CSOs to engage with key/powerful actors;
e Need for CSOs to engage with the youth; and
e Need to deal with internal divisions/polarisation within civil society in Zim-
babwe.

The evaluator is convinced that these potential directions for programming are all
highly relevant, but that they have not yet been fully transformed into clear objectives
in Diakonia’s programme. We will further develop this question in the section dedi-
cated to the focus of the new programme, but there still is no clear developed strategy
for strengthening democratisation through peace and conflict management or strategic
peace building. This is a complex question and the main challenge faced by Diakonia
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in its programme, as it concerns the current portfolio of partners and their will and
capacities to work with some of the strategic directions highlighted in the conflict
analysis.

Relevance question Grade

To what extent is the context analysis based on a Rights-Based Approach and a A
gender perspective?

The evaluation of 2011 showed that, despite its weaknesses, the conflict analysis was
rather strong on mainstreaming a Rights-Based Approach (RBA) and a gender per-
spective. The conflict analysis performed in 2012 is even of better quality on that
level. The concepts are clearly highlighted when presented separately, and they are
moreover mainstreamed throughout the document. In addition, Diakonia has correct-
ed the lack of reference made to international documents that have been ratified by
Zimbabwe and that should also serve as a reference for working on the implementa-
tion of rights in the country.

ii. Relationships with partners

Relevance question Grade

What is the rationale for selecting the partners and what attitude does Diakonia A
adopt towards partners that do not deliver according to plans?

The 2011 evaluation showed that Diakonia had used a relevant list of criteria, but that
the organisation had more particularly based its work on a continuation of previous
partnerships. The experience of working with these organisations had been a deter-
mining factor.

Since the inception of the new programme, Diakonia has taken the necessary time to
perform in-depth evaluations of each partner organisation with the help of national
consultants and through a series of meetings between Diakonia staff and the partners.
There are several positive lessons to be learnt from this process. First, Diakonia has
engaged with its partners in a more critical, and at the same time constructive, manner
than during the previous programme. This has led Diakonia to put an end to its finan-
cial partnership with one organisation, Zimbabwe Council of Churches (ZCC) that
did not fully meet the criteria, and to lower its financial support to another one, Stu-
dent Christian Movement of Zimbabwe (SCMZ). Ending or considerably lowering
the financial partnership does not mean putting an end to the relations, as these organ-
isations participate in the partners’ meetings and they benefit from Diakonia’s capaci-
ty building efforts. Moreover, Diakonia is engaged in helping them find other finan-
cial partners. Secondly, Diakonia has put a strong emphasis on involving the board
members of its partners during their evaluation and the dialogue meetings. This is a
new and very positive development. Future evaluations of Diakonia’s programme in
Zimbabwe may be interested in assessing the effects of increased involvement of the
boards on the performance of their organisations. The third element of interest to take
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into account is that Diakonia has, in its critical dialogue with its partners, insisted on
the fact that 2013 was a period in which they had to demonstrate that they were able
to deliver according to their plans and/or to adequately adapt their plans to changes in
the political environment. This notion of performance as one important criterion is
new in Diakonia’s approach to partnership in Zimbabwe, and the evaluator believes
that it is another positive change. The experience of working with these organisations
is still a determining factor, but it is now weighted with other criteria (relevance, effi-
ciency and effectiveness).

The question of the choice of new partners in the coming phases of the programme is
dealt with in the section on the focus of the programme.

Relevance question Grade

To what extent are the methodologies and modalities of the support to strengthen the A
capacities of partners adequate?

The 2011 evaluation showed that Diakonia had focused most of its efforts on
strengthening the financial and reporting capacities of its partners, which was positive
and appreciated by the partners. But the evaluation also showed that the thematic ca-
pacity development efforts had been almost totally non-existent. We recommended
Diakonia to urgently embark upon an individual dialogue with each of its partners in
Zimbabwe in order to develop a series of capacity development plans on the themes
that are relevant for the work of their partners. These plans should be based on, and
spread over, the funding period. These plans should have clearly stipulated and realis-
tic objectives that would be included in the future proposal submitted for funding to
Sida/Embassy of Harare.

Diakonia has embarked on a solid process to deal with the shortcomings highlighted
in the 2011 evaluation. This process has been highly participatory as it is based on a
thorough assessment of the partners’ capacities and on a clear formulation of their
needs, which were established in the organisational assessments carried out by Dia-
konia in late 2011. All partners, for example, have expressed the need for security
training. Demand-driven trainings have taken place, including security training (sup-
port to development of organisational safety and security plans) and support to
strengthened monitoring systems. In the latter, a consultant has been commissioned to
provide tailor-made and long-term support to the partners on an individual basis. The
objective of this approach is to support the strengthening and/or development of the
partners’ own systems. Capacity development needs have been followed up during
the formal semi-annual review meetings and again during the partners’ meeting in
February 2013.

Moreover, Diakonia has developed an overall capacity building strategy for the pro-

gramme (still in draft form). The process, launched in 2012, aimed to transform the
regional capacity development strategy into a national one. There is a strong empha-
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sis on the strategy of helping partners to achieve objectives. This document contains a
series of very positive aspects:

e Itis, first of all, a comprehensive strategy, as it addresses organisational, ad-
ministrative, financial and thematic issues;

e The strategy includes and details the role of Diakonia as a link between its
partners and other potential donors;

e |tintegrates capacity building as a means to formulate clear objectives and to
achieve them;

e Itissynthesised in a logical framework format in which the logic of capacity
development (its objectives) is clearly formulated for Diakonia and for its
partners; and

e The document establishes clear links between this capacity development strat-
egy for each partner and Diakonia’s monitoring and evaluation process so that
partners can report on the way that they have used the newly acquired
knowledge (which will become outcome indicators for Diakonia).

However, despite its undeniable quality, the strategy does not put enough emphasis
on the adequate level of capacity building required to allow for capacities to be really
enhanced. The main issue for Diakonia, as well as for its partners, when they them-
selves perform capacity building for their target groups, is to know, and thus to de-
fine, what it means to have reached the point of enhanced capacities. This is an aspect
of the strategy document that needs to be improved.

Plans will be developed in details for each partner at the beginning of 2013 on the ba-
sis of a ten-step good-capacity-building approach. Diakonia has deliberately delayed
this in order to first attain a better understanding of the partners’ real needs and, thus,
to develop adequate plans for each of them; the evaluator believes it is a sound ap-
proach. This is, indeed, a major challenge for Diakonia, as the organisation is con-
cerned with identifying the best possible method to provide capacity building given
the heterogeneity of its partners in terms of needs and current levels of knowledge.

We therefore recommend Diakonia to:

e Develop, throughout the implementation of the programme, clear indica-
tors in its capacity building logical framework. These indicators shall
consist of:

o Progress indicators showing the level of knowledge acquired during
the training sessions (output level)

o Performance indicators showing the extent to which newly acquired
knowledge is being put into practice (outcome level)

e Consider a mix of organisation-based and of collective capacity building
approaches.

3.1.2 Relevance of Diakonia’s partners

During the 2011 evaluation, the relevance of Diakonia’s partners was assessed thor-
oughly. In this section, we refer to the most significant findings from 2011 that have
been updated by information collected in the field for the mid-term review and Dia-
konia’s own evaluation of partners from 2012. It is worth noting that the findings and

22



conclusions from the 2011 evaluation are, to a large extent, still valid for most of the
partners and that Diakonia’s assessment confirms them. As explained in the method-
ology part, the focus of this section is on the partners’ portfolio rather than on each
organisation.

I. Logic of programming

Relevance question Grade

To what extent are the activities and outputs of the partners’ programmes consistent B
with the overall goal and the attainment of their objectives?

As already mentioned in the 2011 evaluation, this is still, probably, one of the weak-
est aspects of the work of Diakonia’s partners. On the one hand, some organisations
such as Youth Empowerment and Transformation Trust (YETT), African Community
Publishing and Development Trust (ACPDT), ZPP and to some extent DHPI are
showing strong strategic thinking. These organisations are capable of showing clear
and logical causality chains when they present their programme. On the other hand,
the project/programme management tools that they use do not seem to offer a quality
standard on which the projects/programme is supposed to be based and reliant on.
They seem to use the management tools because they are compulsory, but they do not
fully understand (because they have not yet received adequate capacity development
support) why and how each of them strengthens the quality of their pro-
jects/programmes and increases the probability that the outcomes will be reached, and
thus limits the risk of not achieving the originally formulated objectives. The problem
with Diakonia’s partners is that the programme logic is not accurately represented in
their logical frameworks. There is no reporting on output level, and most of the time
the outputs are presented as quantified activities, which is incorrect. The 2011 evalua-
tion showed that this weakness had a negative influence on their narrative reports,
where the outputs consist of listing of number of undertaken workshops or training
sessions, and where the outcomes (which are normally intended effects on the prob-
lems to be tackled) consist of examples of increased knowledge. Diakonia’s own as-
sessment of the reports that were sent by the partners in 2012 shows that this problem
is persistent, with too much emphasis on activities and very little on achieved results.
This weakness was confirmed during the partners’ meeting that took place in Febru-
ary 2013, where they, without any exception, presented an account of the activities
that had been undertaken during the first year of the new programme without ever
referring to their relevance (what problems do the projects try to influence, what
causes do these activities address?) nor to their effectiveness (what direct results
and/or what effects have they recorded?).

In general, the quality of the reports does not reflect the quality of the work per-
formed by the organisations. It also creates obstacles to proper programme monitor-
ing. This limitation, which is to a large extent the consequence of a lack of capacity
development support, would need to be addressed by Diakonia in close collaboration
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with each partner. The national consultant, who works in close relationship with Dia-
konia in Harare, has reached the same conclusion in her assessment of the partners.

We therefore recommend Sida to:
e Provide Diakonia with technical support available within the Results
Framework. Ideally, this support should be provided during the first half
of 2013.
e This support should consist of training Diakonia staff and partners in Re-
sults-Based Management (RBM) and of helping Diakonia and its partners
review their results frameworks included in the new programme.

We therefore recommend Diakonia to plan for a capacity building process in
RBM for its partners’ staff and their board members. This capacity building
project should focus on enhancing their skills on:
e Methods to perform a problem analysis
e Transforming a problem analysis into the formulation of objec-
tives/outcomes
e Developing strategies/activities that clearly address the causes of the
problem
e Methods to integrate programme-related risks in risk analysis
e Integrating elements of outcome mapping in Diakonia project manage-
ment, especially:
o The identification and analysis of boundary partners
o The formulation of outcome challenges with each boundary partner,
which will allow Diakonia and its partners to develop relevant and
quality indicators throughout the implementation phase of their pro-
grammes.

ii. Capacity to analyse the context

Relevance question Grade

To what extent do the partners perform conflict/context analyses and to what extent ~ B-C
do they use them to strategically inform/orientate their programmes?

With the noticeable exception of ACPDT, which has undertaken a workshop on con-
flict analysis with the help of an international consultant, the other partners do not
regularly perform conflict analyses. Most of them might, in their staff meetings or
during network meetings in which they participate, discuss the evolution of the politi-
cal situation; but it is never in systematic written form, nor do they follow a proper
method. The conflict analysis launched by Diakonia in 2011 has not been revised
since then. The partners’ meeting of February 2013 should have been an occasion to
go back to the document, analyse potential changes in the dynamics and possibly
amend it, but insufficient time was dedicated to this exercise. Most partners consider
a conflict analysis to consist of enumerating a series of events, but they do not analyse
the situation in depth, nor do they use this analysis to inform and/or orientate their
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programme. This is a part of Diakonia’s work with its partners that needs further im-
provement in the continuation of the programme.

We therefore recommend Diakonia to:
e Plan for the capacity building of its partners in methods to analyse con-
flicts.
e Include clear links between conflict analysis and programming in these
capacity building plans.
e Plan greater time for conflict/context analysis during the partners’ meet-
ings.

3.1.3 Relevance of Diakonia’s programme to Sida’s strategic priorities in Zimbabwe

Relevance question Grade

To what extent is Diakonia’s programme relevant in relation to Sida’s priori- A
ties/strategies in Zimbabwe?

This part of the relevance criteria was thoroughly analysed by Sida in its assessment
of Diakonia’s programme proposal in June 2012. This section will only highlight the
main arguments.

The Diakonia programme is based on a rights perspective and the perspective of the
poor, which is the basis of Swedish development aid. The Diakonia partner organisa-
tions work with peace building initiatives at different levels. The core of Diakonia’s
support is to increase the rights based perspective within the partner organisations
with the objective of increasing legitimacy and downward accountability. The Dia-
konia Programme is, moreover, in line with the requirements of the Policy on Peace
and Security for Development 2010-2014.* The policy stipulates that the overarching
objective of Swedish support in the context of security and development is to contrib-
ute to a lasting peace that makes development possible. The major tenets of this poli-
cy are dialogue, conflict management, transitional justice and security sector reform.
The Diakonia programme also contributes to the fulfilment of the “Change for Free-
dom: Policy for Democratic Development and Human Rights in Swedish Develop-
ment Cooperation, 2010-2014”. This policy gives priority to three focus areas: 1) Civ-
il and political rights, 2) the institutions and procedures of democracy and the rule of
law, and 3) actors of democratisation. Pluralism Policy for Support to Civil Society in
Developing Countries within Swedish International Development Cooperation (2009)
is the final relevant policy for this assessment. The objective of Swedish support is to

* Peace and Security for Development: Policy for Security and Development in Swedish Development
Cooperation 2010-2014.
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promote: “a vibrant and pluralistic civil society in developing countries that, using a
rights-based approach, contributes effectively to reducing poverty in all its dimen-
sions™.® The Diakonia Programme aims to support and strengthen civil society in all
key areas that are identified in the policy.

Finally, the Diakonia programme is in line with the recently developed Zimbabwe
Unit Programme on Peace Building and Reconciliation, which seeks to work with
mandated institutions and civil society organisations in Zimbabwe to facilitate peace
building and national healing. The programme seeks to operationalise the policy on
Peace and Security for Development (2010-2014), and incorporate aspects of conflict
management, transitional justice and security sector reform.

This part of the evaluation assesses the extent to which the knowledge acquired by the
participants in Diakonia capacity development sessions has been used to undertake
organisational changes, to develop new policies and/or new working tools or meth-
0ds, and whether Diakonia’s work has led to tangible results (at output and outcome
levels). It is thus important to remember that the programme started in July 2012, and
that the first six months were dedicated to evaluating the partners. Review meetings
have been held with all partners, decision memos have been finalised in July/August
and new agreements have been signed. Most partners received their first disburse-
ments in August 2012, along with a few in early September. Assessing the results of
the work of the partners after four months is not relevant. However, we have tried to
highlight some initial results of Diakonia’s support to its partners.

Most capacity building efforts that have been undertaken so far have been geared
towards strengthening the partners’ capacities in financial management and narrative
reporting. A few trends might be highlighted.

e On the positive side, Diakonia’s partners have been reporting in a timely fash-
ion. The quality of their financial reporting has generally been improved, with
some partners performing better than others.

e The quality of the narrative reports remains relatively poor, as most partners’
reports focus on activities and not on results. This tends to show that improv-
ing the quality of narrative reporting requires a long-term commitment and it
cannot be achieved through a limited number of training sessions.

e Another positive result concerns the development of risk management strate-
gies that are developed by each partner.

® Pluralism, Policy on Sweden's Support to Civil Society, Government offices of Sweden, 2009, page 5.
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e The use of national consultants to support the partners’ capacities in RBM has
led to the development of monitoring and evaluation plans for four of them
(YETT, ACPDT, Silveira House and SCMZ).

e A direct result of Diakonia’s approach with its partners is their increased own-
ership and responsibility in parts of the programme. They draft the agenda of
the partners’ meetings and take responsibility to facilitate each session. More-
over, Diakonia has launched a very innovative approach with the Finance Fo-
rum meetings: finance officers from partner organisations have formed their
own forum for the exchange of experience, support and learning. It is coordi-
nated by Diakonia but is led by partners (YETT is the chair).

The issues raised in the 2011 evaluation report led the evaluator to judge that the in-
stitutional set-up was not appropriate. There was too much to do for one single staff
member in charge of managing the office, doing advocacy and providing adequate
support to the partners. The support from the Nairobi office has consisted of a couple
of short visits per year from the Advisor on Methodology. In order to increase the
probability that the institutional set-up would be appropriate to the realisation of the
objectives of its programmes, Diakonia had to make obvious strategic choices. This
mid-term review attempts to answer the following questions, which were formulated
as recommendations in the previous evaluation:

e Has Diakonia recruited some technical staff for the Harare office, with compe-
tencies in capacity development and in the thematic area(s) that the pro-
gramme is focusing on?

e |s Diakonia using more systematically competent local consultants to perform
the capacity development dimension of Diakonia’s work?

e Has Diakonia revised its thematic priorities?

e Has Diakonia mobilised more resources from the Nairobi office to provide
more systematic technical support to the Harare staff?

3.3.1 Diakonia organisational structure

Major changes have taken place at the level of the Harare office. The Country Office
(CO) now has a competent team that consists of four staff: one Country Representa-
tive (CR), one Programme Officer (PO), one Finance Officer (FO) and one Finance
and Administration Assistant (FAA). According to all external stakeholders that were
interviewed during the field visit, the recruitment has been very successful. The new
CR has, through her approach, her will to address the recommendations from the
evaluation, her knowledge of Zimbabwe and of the constraints faced by CSOs in the
country, her will to open up to other international actors in Harare and her experience
of working with civil society, meant a lot for the positive changes that have occurred
in a short amount of time. The CR is strongly supported by a new PO, who is a gen-
der specialist founder of the first Zimbabwean men’s organisations on gender, well
known among civil society organisations in Zimbabwe and seen as legitimate by Dia-
konia’s partners. Diakonia has, moreover, recruited an FO who is knowledgeable in
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programme management and RBM, and who is able to make clear links between the
inputs (both human and financial resources) that are necessary to mobilise in order to
make the partners’ projects more relevant and efficient.

Diakonia has also established a small group of highly competent national consultants
who are systematically used to strengthen the quality of the programme. They are
supporting Diakonia’s partners with the development of their monitoring systems,
they have performed studies such as the one on collaboration opportunities to
strengthen the nexus between peace building and gender, and they carried out the
partner satisfaction survey in December 2012. Diakonia has, moreover, worked with a
few international consultants, including MDF Netherlands, who provided training in
outcome mapping (in which the national consultants participated in order to strength-
en the local resource base), as well as the Centre for Safety in Development (CFD),
also based in the Netherlands, who provided the security training.

3.3.2  Support from the regional office

Positive changes have taken place at this level as well. First of all, the Regional Of-
fice (RO) mobilised adequate resources during the period September-December 2011
to prepare for the transition: an international consultant with a strong profile in peace
and conflict issues was recruited to perform the conflict analysis and draft the new
proposal, and several staff from the RO were made available to fully serve the Zim-
babwe programme. The second reason that might explain this positive change is
linked to a change in attitude from the new staff at the CO. The CR and her col-
leagues have, since they have been recruited, very actively requested the support that
they needed. As a result, the RO has mobilised the resources necessary to, for exam-
ple, support the CO in the development of its Programme Monitoring Framework,
participate in training on outcome mapping. Moreover, both the CR and the PO have
undergone introduction training at the regional office. In addition, the CO requested
an internal audit to ensure that their administration and internal control systems were
of good quality. Most recently, the CO has requested that the regional financial man-
ager carry out a financial monitoring visit to one of the partners in South Africa for
confidentiality/security reasons. According to the staff in Harare, the RO is also pro-
active when it comes to supporting the development of tools or of narrative reports.

3.3.3 Focus of the programme

The 2011 evaluation showed that the programme was not focused enough, with too
many areas of intervention or components; Diakonia was failing to develop a pro-
gramme strategy that clearly showed how the different components of the programme
strengthened each other and how these components, together, contributed to the reali-
sation of the main objective of the programme.

The transition period and the inception phase of the new programme have only partly
succeeded in successfully addressing the issues raised above. On the one hand, Dia-
konia’s programme iS more focused than the previous one: the number of objectives
and sectors of interventions have been reduced and there is a clear intention to focus
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on gender and peace building. On the other hand, it is still difficult to uncover a clear
and unifying strategic logic of intervention in the proposal that was funded by Sida.
The evaluator judges that this shortcoming is due to a combination of factors. Most of
them have already been underlined in different parts of this report, but it is important
to synthesise them in order to highlight the challenges that Diakonia is facing when
trying to transform a poorly performing programme into a relevant and effective one.
We have, on several occasions in this assessment, appreciated the efforts undertaken
by Diakonia to address the weaknesses from the previous programme.

However, the new programme is still in a phase of transition. Despite a new approach
in its relationships with its partners, Diakonia has maintained almost the same partner
portfolio. ZPP is the only new partner since January 2013 and ZCC is no longer a
financial partner. Diakonia has not yet succeeded in capitalising on the conflict analy-
sis and/or on its dialogue processes with its partners to develop a fully coherent and
focused programme. Diakonia has to deal with a combination of stumbling blocks
that need to be addressed: the lack of clarity of what Diakonia means by a strategic
peace building programme, the lack of identification of one or two problems identi-
fied in the conflict analysis, and that the partners want to contribute to address,
through the added results of their individual projects and the weakness of Diakonia’s
partners in gender issues; although it is a clear focus of the current programme.

The ambition of Diakonia is to expand its current programme. This expansion con-
sists of increasing the number of partners up to 12 organisations in 2014, based on
Sida’s/Embassy of Sweden’s approval. Diakonia has assessed its current portfolio in-
depth and one of the main conclusions for several of the organisations was that it was
too early to conclude whether the partner would be relevant or not in the medium
term. Diakonia wants to give its partners an opportunity to demonstrate their potential
in a programme where Diakonia provides real support and capacity development. The
year 2013 is seen as the real trial period in this regard. Moreover, according to Dia-
konia, the introduction of ZPP as a new partner has brought new energy and positive
competition among its current partners. Diakonia believes that bringing new partners
on board will contribute to improving overall results delivery. First of all, the evalua-
tor believes that the term of “expansion” is not appropriate in this context. The main
concern for Diakonia should not be to increase the number of its partners for the sake
of expanding its programme, but rather to develop a relevant portfolio.

The priority for Diakonia in the coming two years should be to reach a combination
of technically competent, experienced, complementary and legitimate organisations,
which, together, contribute to the realisation of the objectives of its programme. As
mentioned in the previous paragraph, the evaluator is convinced that this will only be
possible if Diakonia first deals with the stumbling blocks that prevent the develop-
ment of clear strategic priorities for its current programme. Second, increasing the
number of partners might have an influence on the quality of the technical support
provided by Diakonia, and the organisation might face the risk of spreading itself
thin. The decision to increase the number of partners has to be accompanied by strong
evidence that Diakonia has the human and technical capacities to maintain quality
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support. This review is showing that the issue of increasing the portfolio is not only
of a quantitative nature but also highlights the added value provided by potential new
partners to the objectives of the programme.

We therefore recommend Diakonia to:

e Define, in close collaboration with its partners, what a strategic peace
building programme is, what it consists of in terms of problems to ad-
dress in the context of Zimbabwe and in terms of relevant strategies to
address them.

e Strategically choose one or two problems to address through its pro-
gramme (Diakonia and its partners cannot address all the problems high-
lighted in the conflict analysis). This choice will depend on the experience,
knowledge of the partners, and of their capacity to demonstrate an added
value in addressing these problems.

e Further assess its current portfolio as a whole, not only individual organi-
sations, and draw conclusions on its capacity to address and have an in-
fluence on the issues highlighted in the conflict analysis and/or on those
that the partners agree to prioritise during the coming two years.

e Possibly change its current portfolio on the basis of the conclusions of the
assessment suggested above (on qualitative and not on quantitative crite-
ria).

3.41 Relationship with and support from local, national and/or regional institutions

In this section, we address the nature of the relationships developed with regional,
national and/or local institutions and analyse the level of their leadership, commit-
ment and technical capacity made available to the Diakonia programme. The 2011
evaluation showed that the relationships between Diakonia and other international
actors in Zimbabwe had been extremely limited. Moreover, Diakonia had been totally
absent from all of the coordinating platforms that were created by the UN system.
Diakonia was virtually unknown as a development organisation when the new pro-
gramme team arrived. In addition, the relationships between Diakonia and its partners
were very loose and even sometimes conflict-prone.

This is another aspect of the work on which Diakonia has put a lot of emphasis and
where the organisation has been particularly successful. Diakonia has geared its ef-
forts towards improving the relationships with its partners and increasing its visibility
as a relevant peace-building actor in Zimbabwe. During 2012, Diakonia invested
heavily in networking, leading to a major change in the position of the organisation:
e Diakonia has developed good working relationships and direct donor harmo-
nisation with like-minded faith-based organisations, such as Christian Aid, In-
terchurch Organisation for Development Cooperation (ICCO) Netherlands,
Norwegian Church Aid (NCA) and the Church of Sweden. Similar efforts
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have been made towards catholic organisations, including the Catholic Agen-
cy for Overseas Development (CAFOD) and Tearfund.

Diakonia participates actively in the ACT-alliance forum in Zimbabwe and
has been selected to be the advocacy focal point for Zimbabwe in the regional
ACT collaboration (mainly to get a buy-in from neighbouring countries in ad-
vocacy initiatives towards the South African Development Community
(SADC) and South Africa as the official mediator/facilitator of the Global Po-
litical Agreement in Zimbabwe).

Diakonia participates in the Zimbabwe platform, hosted by Norwegian Church
Aid, which is a broader coalition of Zimbabwean organisations.

Diakonia is chairing the Core Group for Zimbabwe Council of Churches, de-
spite not being a funding partner at this time. Diakonia plays an advisory role
and believes that the time spent in this is a strategic investment and makes the
organisation more visible and legitimate in the network.

Diakonia has developed good working relationships with non-faith-based
NGOs working in peace building and gender, such as the Danish Embassy,
PACT, Action Aid, Norwegian Peoples Aid and the Humanist Institute for
Cooperation with Developing Countries (HiVOS).

Diakonia has established a working dialogue with the Fojo Media Institute,
which is managing the Swedish media programme in Zimbabwe. The Dia-
konia CR and PO have met their partners and they are currently reflecting on
the best possible form of collaboration between the two programmes. One of
Diakonia’s partners, Silveira House, is doing research on the role of media in
conflict and working for the promotion of peace journalism.

Diakonia has developed good working relationships with the other Swedish
organisations working in Zimbabwe, including Africa Groups (based in Bula-
wayo), the Swedish Cooperative Centre as well as Individuell Mé&nniskohjalp
(based in Mutare). There is no direct collaboration as these organisations are
working in different fields, but they interact and share information on a regu-
lar basis.

Diakonia participates to the Head of Agencies Forum and to the UN security
cluster meetings. The main purpose of Diakonia’s participation is to share se-
curity updates and other information.

Within one year, and this was confirmed by all the external sources of information
that were contacted during the field visit, Diakonia has succeeded to change its atti-
tudes and behaviour towards the environment in which it works, with positive effects
on the perception of the organisation and its programme on other actors: from being
invisible and almost non-existent in international fora/networks active in Zimbabwe,
the organisation is now perceived as a reliable partner bringing true added-value to
international efforts towards democracy, respect for human rights and peace in the
country.
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3.4.2 Financial sustainability

Diakonia’s programme in Zimbabwe is totally dependent on Sida’s funds (CIVSAM
and Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Harare). This situation is not sustainable, and both
Diakonia and Sida are aware of it. Diakonia, in early 2013, developed a highly rele-
vant resource mobilisation strategy, in which the current donor context is thoroughly
analysed, potential donors are identified and Diakonia’s opportunities and actions to
be undertaken in order to decrease its dependency on Sida’s funds are clearly devel-
oped. Discussions have started in Harare with representatives from Norway (NOR-
AD), but they have not yet led to any concrete financial commitment. According to
Sida, donors tend not to develop new partnerships in Zimbabwe and it is not easy to
gain access to funding because of the uncertainty linked to the political situation.

We therefore recommend Sida to:

e Take the initiative to facilitate contacts between Diakonia and other po-
tentially interested donors (Norway, Finland, Denmark, Department for
International Development (DFID), German Agency for International
Cooperation (G1Z) and possibly the Australian Agency for International
Development (AUSAID)), which would allow for more financial stability
and sustainability for Diakonia’s programme in Zimbabwe.

We recommend Diakonia to:

e Implement its resource mobilisation strategy and share the results on a
regular basis with Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Harare.
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4 Conclusion and Recommendations

This mid-term review shows that numerous positive changes have taken place since
the 2011 evaluation. Diakonia has taken the recommendations of the evaluation very
seriously and has embarked upon a series of processes aimed at implementing each
recommendation and at addressing the weaknesses that characterised its previous
programme in Zimbabwe. Diakonia has, first of all, succeeded in putting in place an
institutional set-up that is favourable to an in-depth modification of the previous pro-
gramme and to the implementation of a new one. This was done through a three-fold
approach (successful recruitment of new management and staff at the Harare office,
greater involvement of the Regional Office in Nairobi and systematic use of compe-
tent national consultants) that proved highly relevant and effective. This new institu-
tional set-up has laid the ground for the development of a relevant and necessary pro-
cess to critically assess and learn from the shortcomings of the previous programme.
It has contributed to an environment that is conducive to the development of a new
programme by addressing key issues, thus helping to put the programme back on
track. Diakonia has focused on restoring relationships with the partners in Zimbabwe,
which had been damaged during the last three years. Diakonia has embarked on a
frank dialogue with its partners aiming at critically assessing their relevance and per-
formance while increasing their ownership of the programme through greater in-
volvement in financial management issues, risk and conflict analysis. Diakonia has,
moreover, been able to develop a capacity development strategy of remarkable quali-
ty. Finally, Diakonia has succeeded, in a short amount of time, in going from being
totally unknown among international actors in Zimbabwe to being considered as a
reliable partner that brings a true added value to the democratisation process in the
country.

There are, however, a certain number of areas of the work that need to be improved.
Diakonia still faces a series of challenges in relation to strategic planning. Despite
undeniable improvement of the quality of conflict analysis, this does not clearly lead
to priorities for programming. The analysis suggests that the programme deals with
strategic peace building without explaining what this means for Diakonia. The current
programme is more focused than the previous one, but it is still too vague: the logical
framework is too general; it fails to reflect what the partners want to achieve and the
results (at output and outcome levels) of Diakonia’s support to its partners should be
formulated in a more precise manner. The risk analysis is done in a systematic man-
ner, but it largely focuses on the physical integrity of the partners (which is highly
relevant) and neglects the potential incapacity of the partners to reach their objectives.
There is, and this is the most important aspect of the work that needs to be enhanced,
a need for further reflection on what the programme is really about and what it may
realistically achieve within a three-year period and beyond. A crucial part of this re-
flection concerns the current and future portfolio of partners. The main questions are
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if the portfolio is currently relevant for achieving the objectives of the programme
and what types of competencies/profiles Diakonia may want to develop a partnership
with. Moreover, despite improvements in the quality of relationships between Dia-
konia and its partners, there is still much to be done to develop a sense of partnership
among the different partners themselves. The conflict analysis shows that the lack of
collaboration among CSOs is a major obstacle to the emergence of an effective civil
society in Zimbabwe, and the evaluator is convinced that success of the current pro-
gramme depends, to a large extent, on the capacity of Diakonia to create a sense of
common interest among its partners.

We recommend Sida to:

Provide Diakonia with technical support available within the Results Frame-
work. This support should be ideally provided during the first half of 2013.
This support should consist of training Diakonia staff and partners in RBM
and of helping Diakonia and its partners review their results frameworks in-
cluded in the new programme.

Take the initiative to facilitate contact between Diakonia and other potentially
interested donors (Norway, Finland, Denmark, DFID, GIZ and possibly AU-
SAID), which would allow for more financial stability and sustainability for
Diakonia’s programme in Zimbabwe.

We recommend Diakonia to:

Develop, throughout the implementation of the programme, clear indicators in
its capacity building logical framework. These indicators shall consist of:
o Progress indicators showing the level of knowledge acquired during the
training sessions (output level)
o Performance indicators showing the extent to which newly acquired
knowledge is being put into practice (outcome level)
o Consider a mix of organisation-based and of collective capacity building
approaches
Plan for a capacity building process in RBM for its partners’ staff and their
board members. This capacity building project should focus on enhancing
their skills on:
o Methods to perform a problem analysis
o Transforming a problem analysis into the formulation of objec-
tives/outcomes
o Developing strategies/activities that clearly address the causes of the
problems
o A method to integrate programme-related risks in risk analysis
o Integrating elements of outcome mapping in Diakonia project manage-
ment, especially:
= The identification and analysis of boundary partners
=  The formulation of outcome challenges with each boundary partner,
which will allow Diakonia and its partners to develop relevant and
quality indicators throughout the implementation phase of their pro-
grammes.
Plan for capacity building of its partners in methods to analyse conflicts.
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Include clear links between conflict analysis and programming in these capac-
ity building plans.

Plan for greater time for conflict/context analysis during the partners’ meet-
ings.

Define, in close collaboration with its partners, what a strategic peace building
programme is, what it consists of in terms of problems to address in the con-
text of Zimbabwe and in terms of relevant strategies to address them.
Strategically choose one or two problems to address through its programme
(Diakonia and its partners cannot address all the problems highlighted in the
conflict analysis). This choice will depend on the experience, knowledge of
the partners, of their capacity to demonstrate an added value in addressing
these problems.

Further assess its current portfolio as a whole, not only individual organisa-
tions, and draw conclusions on needed capacity to address and have an influ-
ence on the issues highlighted in the conflict analysis and/or on those that the
partners agree to address in priority during the coming two years.

Possibly change its current portfolio on the basis of the conclusions of the as-
sessment suggested above (on qualitative and not on quantitative criteria).
Implement its resource mobilisation strategy and share the results on a regular
basis with Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Harare.
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Annex 1 — Terms of Reference

Mid-term Review of the Diakonia Strategic Peace Building Pro-
gramme in Zimbabwe

Objective of the Review

This purpose of the mid-term review is to assess the performance of the Diakonia
Strategic Peace Building Programme and the capacity of Diakonia to implement the
programme. The review should evaluate all programme components namely, concep-
tualisation, implementation/processes and proposed outcomes (results). It should
place particular emphasis on programme quality, efficiency, effectiveness, impact,
sustainability and cooperation.The assessment will be used by Sida and Diakonia as a
planning tool and basis for decision on future programme design.

Background

During 2009-2011, Diakonia implemented a country Programme in Zimbabwe, fo-
cussing on democracy, peace and security. The Programme was funded by the
Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Zimbabwe and through the Diakonia frame grant from
Sida CIVSAM in Sweden.

The Programme was evaluated in mid-2011.° The consultant concluded that the per-
formance of the Diakonia Programme had been mixed. There were serious weakness-
es, but also promising areas for development. Among other things, most of the partic-
ipating partner organisations were found to be highly relevant and important voice-
bearers in the current development context of Zimbabwe. Among the weaknesses, the
report mentions lack of coherence and systematic capacity development of the partner
organisations.”

Based on the evaluation, Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Harare decided to extend the
Programme an additional six months for the period January-June 2012, in order to
allow Diakonia time to address the weaknesses and make use of the recommendations
highlighted in the report. During this period, the Strategic Peace Building Programme
in Zimbabwe was developed.

8 Evaluation of Diaconal Programme 2009-2011; J. Gouzou, Indevelop, Sep 2011.

" Please refer to Annex 1 for a table of evaluation recommendations and Diakonia’s management re-
sponse.
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The new Programme commenced in July 2012 and runs until the end of 2014. The
Sida contribution is SEK 21, 672, 000, accounting for 85% of the budget. The Pro-
gramme budget includes an already approved contribution of MSEK 3,8 from Sida
CIVSAM for the period 1 July 2012 to 31 December 2014. The budget will be chan-
neled via local implementing partner organisations in Zimbabwe through which Dia-
konia works. The programme has started with 7 partners and aspires to reach 12 part-
ners by the end of the period

Given the challenges in the previous Diakonia programme, Sida/Embassy of Sweden
has decided to commission an early mid-term review in 2013 to ensure that the new
programme is being implemented according to plan, to assess the room for further
expansion as well as to provide input to the general direction of the programme.

Aims and Scope of the Review
The purpose of the review is to capture and assess the progress of interventions for
the period June 2012-Dec 2012 towards achievement of the outcome of Diakonia’s
overall objective; A strengthened civil society contributing to the change of structural
conditions necessary for peace, gender equality and consolidated democracy in Zim-
babwe.

The specific questions to be assessed are:

1. The programme management capacity of Diakonia

2. The quality of the programme inception (January-December 2012)

3. The value addition of the programme

Recommendations and Lessons

The review is expected to provide recommendations to both Sida and Diakonia on
how to further improve programme delivery and on the future direction of the pro-
gramme in relation to the plan. The review shall also capture lessons that have been
learnt along the way that can assist in future programming.

Methodology
The review methods shall include:

e Literature review: reading and analysing existing documentation, such as:
programme documents, Diakonia’s assessment of partner organisation pro-
posals, review meeting minutes, policy and strategy documents.

e Interviews: focal group and/or individual interviews with relevant stakehold-
ers, including Diakonia partner organisations, staff within Diakonia and the
Embassy of Sweden in Harare, as well as other relevant donor organisations
and/or stakeholders.

e Visiting project sites.

The review shall be participatory in approach when and where relevant and possible.
Diakonia will establish a reference group, consisting of partner organisations, staff
and other development actors to facilitate active participation and learning.
The consultant will further define choice of methodology.
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Time Frame
The review shall be carried out in February 2013. The consultant shall be paid for a
total of 20 working days.

The consultant will further define a time and work plan including travel, field visits,
report writing and a feedback workshop as part of the tender for the assignment. The
time and work plan, will, together with these terms of reference and the inception
report, form the basis for the contract.

Reporting

Upon contracting, the consultant shall present a brief inception report on the proposed
methodology and approach to the assignment. Preliminary findings from the review
shall be presented and discussed with partner organisations, Diakonia and Sida at a
joint feed-back workshop towards the end of the field work. The outcome of the dis-
cussions will be taken into consideration in the first written draft.

The proposed timelines for reporting are outlined as follows:
- Afirst draft report that includes highlights and an Executive summary shall
be sent to Sida and Diakonia latest 28 February 2013.
- Asecond draft report shall be sent to Diakonia latest 10 March 2013. This
report will be commented by Sida and Diakonia.

A final report including an Executive Summary shall be sent to Sida and Diakonia
latest 25 March 2013.

The report shall be structured as follows:
1. Executive summary
Introduction
Diakonia programme development
Findings
Conclusions
Lessons learnt for partner organisations, Diakonia and Sida
Recommendations, short, medium and long term
Annexes, including TORs and methodology applied in the assignment

N R WD

The report shall be written in English and limited to a maximum of 30 pages, exclud-
ing annexes. The author should make use of and, when appropriate, quote already
existing documentation.

Qualifications of the Consultant

The required qualifications of the consultant(s) are well documented knowledge of
civil society development in Southern Africa, well documented experience in evalua-
tion methodology, documented experience in organisational development methodolo-
gy and fluency in English.

38



Annex 2 — Inception Report

Overall scope of the evaluation

The Terms of Reference (ToR) provide some background information on the project.
The ToR outline and describe the rationale, purpose and scope of the assignment for
the mid-term review of the Sida-supported Diakonia programme “Mid-term Review
of the Diakonia Strategic Peace Building Programme in Zimbabwe”.

During 2009-2011, Diakonia implemented a country programme in Zimbabwe, fo-
cussing on democracy, peace and security. The programme was funded by
Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Zimbabwe and through the Diakonia frame grant from
Sida CIVSAM in Sweden. The Programme was evaluated in mid-2011.% The evalua-
tor concluded that the performance of the Diakonia Programme had been mixed.
There were serious weaknesses, but also promising areas for development. Among
other things, most of the participating partner organisations were found to be highly
relevant and important voice-bearers in the current development context of Zimba-
bwe. Among the weaknesses, the report mentions a lack of coherence and systematic
capacity development of the partner organisations.? Based on the evaluation,
Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Harare decided to extend the programme by an additional
six months for the period January-June 2012, in order to allow Diakonia time to ad-
dress the weaknesses and make use of the recommendations highlighted in the report.
During this period, the Strategic Peace Building Programme in Zimbabwe was devel-
oped.

The new Programme commenced in July 2012 and runs until the end of 2014. The
Sida contribution is SEK 21,672,000, accounting for 85% of the budget. The pro-
gramme budget includes an already approved contribution of MSEK 3,8 from Sida
CIVSAM for the period 1 July 2012 to 31 December 2014. The budget will be chan-
nelled via local implementing partner organisations in Zimbabwe that Diakonia works
through. The programme started with 7 partners and aspires to reach 12 partners by
the end of the period.

8 Evaluation of Diaconia Programme 2009-2011; J. Gouzou, Indevelop, Sep 2011.

° Please refer to Annex 1 for a table of evaluation recommendations and Diakonia’s management re-
sponse.
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Given the challenges in the previous Diakonia programme, Sida/Embassy of Sweden
has decided to commission an early mid-term review in 2013 to ensure that the new
programme is being implemented according to plan, to assess the room for further
expansion as well as to provide input to the general direction of the programme.

This purpose of the mid-term review is to assess the performance of the Diakonia
Strategic Peace Building Programme and the capacity of Diakonia to implement the
programme. The review should evaluate all programme components, namely: concep-
tualisation, implementation/processes and proposed outcomes (results). It should
place particular emphasis on programme quality, efficiency, effectiveness, impact,
sustainability and cooperation. Sida and Diakonia will use the assessment as a plan-
ning tool and basis for decisions on future programme design.

The purpose of the review is to capture and assess the progress of interventions for
the period June 2012-Dec 2012 towards the achievement of the outcome of Dia-
konia’s overall objective: A strengthened civil society contributing to the change of
structural conditions necessary for peace, gender equality and consolidated democra-
cy in Zimbabwe.

The specific questions to be assessed are:

e The programme management capacity of Diakonia

e The quality of the programme inception (January-December 2012)

e The value addition of the programme

The review is expected to provide recommendations to both Sida and Diakonia on
how to further improve programme delivery and on the future direction of the pro-
gramme in relation to the plan.

The assignment has started with a brief inception period, which has the purpose of
clarifying the users, and their intended use of the evaluation. During this phase, the
evaluator has also developed the methodology and finalised the work plan, in order to
ensure that the evaluation is appropriately focused to the needs of the users. A desk
review of the basic programme documents has been undertaken. The evaluator met
with Sida Country Director in Zimbabwe, Mr. Magnus Carlquist, on 8 January 2013
in Stockholm. Moreover, the evaluator conducted a series of conference calls with
Mrs. Anna Tibblin, Diakonia’s Representative in Zimbabwe. The proposed method-
ology has been prepared based on the analysis of the documents and on the content of
the discussions with Diakonia and Sida, but also on the conclusions of the evaluation
performed in September 2011. The evaluator welcomes any comments and sugges-
tions that can improve the focus and particularly the usability of the evaluation.

Focusing the evaluation

The inception phase allowed the evaluator to focus the evaluation on two levels: the
evaluation criteria and the scope. The initial ToR indicated a series of evaluation
questions. In its Implementation Proposal, Indevelop suggested to amend some of the
evaluation questions in order to make the assignment more feasible and to provide
Sida and Diakonia with useful conclusions and recommendations. The initial ToR
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stipulated two different purposes that sometimes contradict each other. We suggested
simplifying the formulation of the ToR through drafting one single purpose for this
assignment. Evaluating the impact of the programme would demand a series of re-
sources (financial, technical, human and time) that are not available for this type of
assignment. It is, moreover, not necessarily relevant when performing a mid-term
review. Sida agreed with our suggestion to reformulate the purpose of the mid-term
review as follows:
The purpose of the review is to assess the extent to which the new programme
management and structure might contribute to reaching the objective of Dia-
konia’s intervention in Zimbabwe (A strengthened civil society contributing to
the change of structural conditions necessary for peace, gender equality and
consolidated democracy in Zimbabwe).

Sida also agreed that this assignment addresses the following evaluation questions:

Relevance:

- Which recommendations from the previous evaluation have been implement-
ed? Which recommendations have not been implemented and why?

- Has the programme design been articulated in a coherent structure: are the
outcomes and outputs clearly articulated?

- To what extent do the activities that have been carried out address the causes
of the identified problems?

- Are the programme objectives addressing identified needs of the target
group(s) in Zimbabwe?

Effectiveness:
- To what extent does the programme contribute to reaching its objectives (out-
comes)? In other words: are there indications that the programme contributes
to reaching its outcomes?

Efficiency:
- To what extent have Diakonia’s organisational structure, managerial support
and coordination mechanisms effectively supported the delivery of the pro-
gramme so far?

Sustainability:
- Is the programme supported by regional/national/local institutions?
- Has the funding base been diversified? How has the work to obtain financial
sustainability and reduce the dependency on Sida core support turned out?

The methods chosen to collect informants and information are described in chapter 3.
Clarification of users and intended use of the evaluation

On the donor side, the main user of the evaluation is Sida. Some other donors might,
however, be interested in the final product. This review is going to help Sida to better
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understand the work of Diakonia in Zimbabwe and will serve as a basis when decid-
ing on future commitments with the organisation.

For Diakonia, the mid-term review is an opportunity to have someone from the out-
side reflect on the new strategies, the organisational structure and capacity put in
place after the evaluation of September 2011, as well as on its accomplishments. The
assessment is not only meant to look backwards but should also use the findings, in-
sights and lessons to inform Diakonia and Sida on whether the new programme is on
the right track.

The evaluation will also be an opportunity to provide evidence to potential donors
and partners regarding the value of Diakonia as a partner.

Evaluation approach and methodology

General approach

This assignment integrates different methods. They are adapted to the various types
of informants and information that the evaluator believes are necessary to approach
and to collect. The evaluator is, together with Diakonia Representative, developing a
detailed evaluation matrix. The final matrix will be attached as an annex to the final
evaluation report. The evaluator proposes to incorporate a mix of three key methods
that will allow us to analyse the information in a variety of ways:

Analysis of the available documentation. Analysis of all relevant documents pro-
vided by Diakonia (proposal, narrative reports of the programme as a whole and of
each specific partner, publications related or not to the projects, capacity building
material, evaluation of each partner), analysis of documents provided by Sida (as-
sessment memos, decisions, communication between Sida and Diakonia), analysis of
documents provided by Diakonia’s partner organisations.

Interviews. The evaluator intends to use different interview techniques, depending on
the type of information that needs to be collected.

One-on-one interviews with key informants. This method will be used primarily with
Diakonia leadership in Zimbabwe and with Sida representatives working at the Em-
bassy of Sweden in Harare. Key informants who do not belong to Diakonia staff will
be selected in function of the type of information that the evaluator needs in order to
assess the relevance and the effectiveness of Diakonia. The one-on-one interviews
will be conducted using a mix of forced-choice questions (mainly aimed at clarifying
the role of the informant in Diakonia-supported programme or specific activity) and
of open-ended questions aimed at collecting the perception of the informant on the
strategy used by Diakonia and the possible effects that the intervention has had on
his/her organisation or on the process he/she participated in.

Focus Group Interviews (FGIs). This method will mainly be used with Diakonia staff
in Harare and with Diakonia’s partner organisations. The FGIs will be conducted us-
ing open-ended and one-dimensional questions that allow the respondents to elaborate
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on the questions and build on each other’s answers. This method will mainly be used
to assess the relevance of Diakonia’s programme and the efficiency of the organisa-
tion. For these two purposes, a set of questions aimed at collecting relevant infor-
mation will be prepared. Both one-on-one interviews and FGIs will use semi-
structured questions. Departing from prepared sets of questions, the evaluator will
also let the respondents talk about what is important to them. This approach, which
sometimes allows the interviewees to bring in aspects or issues other than those
planned by the evaluator, has proven very useful in adding qualitative information to
purely structured interviews.

The inception phase was limited in time to allow a full-fledged analysis of the part-
ners and key informants to be interviewed during the evaluation. This will continue as
a work in progress. Complementary information might be made available to Sida up-
on demand throughout the evaluation process. The final evaluation report will, how-
ever, provide extensive details on this aspect of the assignment.

Evaluation criteria and questions
Assessing relevance
The relevance criterion is meant to assess the extent to which the outcomes/objectives
of a project or a programme are valid and adequate, whether in their initial form or
after they have been adjusted. The relevance criterion allows answering the following
question: Does Diakonia (and, whenever the case, its implementing partners) do the
right thing?
What does doing the right thing mean? Doing the right thing or being relevant im-
plies two things:
e To what extent are the strategy and the programme of Diakonia appropriate in
relation to the needs and priorities of the beneficiaries?
e To what extent are the strategy and the programme of Diakonia appropriate in
relation to the objectives defined in Sida’s Strategy for Zimbabwe?

The relevance criterion is also meant to focus on the logic of a given intervention, on
its consistency. Assessing relevance means, thus, to evaluate the extent to which the
activities and outputs of the programme are consistent with the attainment of its ob-
jectives.

Finally, and beyond the two dimensions mentioned above, the relevance criterion is
also meant to investigate the reactivity of organisations. Does Diakonia take into ac-
count changes in the environment in which the organisation intervenes? The follow-
ing two questions will guide our thoughts in that matter:
- To what extent are the objectives of the programme still valid?
- Ifany, are the new activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the
intended effects?

As Diakonia’s programme started only six months ago, these two questions might not
be a major focus for this evaluation.

43



In order to be as objective and transparent as possible, a two-step qualitative rating
system will be applied to the assessment questions. The evaluator will use the same
method as the one used for the evaluation of September 2011. This will allow for a
comparative analysis and for a systematic assessment of the progress made by Dia-
konia and its partners.

First step: The evaluator will provide a grade for each question (Cf. Box 1) and com-
ments explaining/justifying the reason for the grade.

Box 1: The grading system:

D: not performed by Diakonia because it is not in the organisation’s mandate
C: not done by Diakonia, although it could/should have been

B: Diakonia attempts to do it, but there is room for improvement

A: Diakonia does it well

Second step: Synthesise findings for each chapter.
- The evaluator will count the number of A, B, C and/or Ds.
- The evaluator will synthesise the comments in order to give a global picture of
the relevance of Diakonia. This results in a rating system that is presented in
Box 2.

Box 2: The rating system

Doubtful relevance: majority of D or C
Organisation potentially relevant: majority of B
Organisation highly relevant: majority of A

Assessing effectiveness
The evaluation will try to address two main issues:
e To what extent do the activities of Diakonia’s programme contribute to reach-
ing its outputs?
e To what extent does the programme contribute to reaching its objectives (out-
comes)?

This part of the evaluation is going to be challenging, as Diakonia’s programme is in
a starting phase. Prior to the field visit, the evaluator will establish a detailed list of
activities that have been implemented in order to clarify what is reasonable to be
evaluated.

Assessing efficiency

The efficiency criterion aims at assessing the extent to which the human (and finan-
cial resources) have been used in an optimal manner. As mentioned in section 1 of
this report, the evaluation will focus on the following question: To what extent have
Diakonia’s organisational structure, managerial support and coordination mechanisms
effectively supported the delivery of the programme so far?
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This is an important aspect of the review, as the evaluation performed in September
2011 had highlighted a series of deficiencies at that level. The evaluator will use the
recommendations from the evaluation to structure this part of the review and assess
the progress made by Diakonia on efficiency.

The review will mainly focus on assessing the extent to which Diakonia:

e Has recruited some technical staff for the Harare office, with competencies in
capacity development and in the thematic area(s) that the programme is focus-
ing on; and/or

e Isusing more systematically competent local consultants to perform the ca-
pacity development dimension of Diakonia’s work; and/or
Has revised its thematic priorities; and/or
Has mobilised more resources from the Nairobi office as a more systematic
technical support to the Harare staff.

Assessing sustainability
The review will mainly focus on two questions that were highlighted as weaknesses
in the previous evaluation:
- Is the programme supported by regional/national/local institutions?
- Has the funding base been diversified? How has the work to obtain financial
sustainability and reduce the dependency on Sida core support turned out?

Apart from making sure that the gathered information answers the evaluation ques-
tions, our approach and the focus on the utilisation will ensure that the evaluation
process allows Diakonia, its partners and stakeholders to reflect on their work and,
thus, learn from the evaluation process.
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Annex 1: Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation Questions

Data Sources and Information Collection
Method

Relevance

Which recommendations from
the previous evaluation have
been implemented? Which rec-
ommendations have not been
implemented and why?

Has the programme design been
articulated in a coherent struc-
ture: are the outcomes and out-
puts clearly articulated?

To what extent do the activities
carried out address the causes of
problems identified?

Are the programme objectives
addressing identified needs of
the target group(s) in Zimba-
bwe?

Analysis of relevant documentation:

Diakonia: Proposal, narrative reports of the pro-
gramme as a whole and of each specific partner
projects, publications related or not to the pro-
jects, capacity building material

Sida documents: assessment memos, decisions,
communication between Sida and Diakonia
Relevant documents provided by Diakonia’s part-
ner organisations.

One-on-one interviews with Diakonia leadership
in Harare

FGIs with Diakonia staff in Harare
FIGs with partner organisations
One-on-one interviews with representatives from

institutions that Diakonia tries to influence
through its programme in Zimbabwe (if possible)

Effectiveness

To what extent do the activities
of Diakonia’s programme con-
tribute to reaching its outputs?

To what extent does the pro-
gramme contribute to reaching
its objectives (outcomes)?

One-on-one interviews with Diakonia leadership
in Harare

FGIs with Diakonia staff in Harare
FIGs with partner organisations
One-on-one interviews with representatives from

institutions that Diakonia tries to influence
through its programme in Zimbabwe (if possible)

Efficiency

To what extent has Diakonia
recruited technical staff for the
Harare office, with competencies
in capacity development and in
the thematic area(s) that the pro-
gramme is focusing on; and/or

Used more systematically com-

One-on-one interviews with Diakonia leadership
in Harare

FGIs with Diakonia staff in Harare
FIGs with partner organisations

One-on-one interviews with representatives from
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petent local consultants to per-
form the capacity development
dimension of Diakonia’s work;
and/or

Revised its thematic priorities;
and/or

Mobilised more resources from
the Nairobi office as a more sys-
tematic technical support to the
Harare staff?

institutions that Diakonia tries to influence
through its programme in Zimbabwe (if possible)

Analysis of relevant documentation:

Diakonia: Proposal, narrative reports of the pro-
gramme as a whole and of each specific partner
projects, publications related or not to the pro-
jects, capacity building material

Sida documents: assessment memos, decisions,
communication between Sida and Diakonia
Relevant documents provided by Diakonia’s part-
ner organisations.

Sustainability

Is the programme supported by
regional/national/local institu-
tions?

Has the funding base been diver-
sified? How has the work to ob-
tain financial sustainability and
reduce the dependency on Sida
core support turned out?

One-on-one interviews with Diakonia leadership
in Harare

FGIs with Diakonia staff in Harare
FIGs with partner organisations
One-on-one interviews with representatives from

institutions that Diakonia tries to influence
through its programme in Zimbabwe (if possible)
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Annex 2 — Preliminary Work Plan and Schedule

Date Time | Activity Place Participants
28-01-2013 - Inception phase Stockholm | JG
04-02-2013
04-02-2013 Inception report delivered JR, JG
04.02.2013- Desk study JG
13.02.2013 Prepare plans for field vis- JG, Diakonia
its: contact with Diakonia
and Sida in Harare
JG
Finalising interview ques-
tions
14.02.2013 - Field visit JG
24.02.2013
22.02.2013 Debriefing: sharing of pre- JG
liminary findings and les- Diakonia
sons, and joint reflection Embassy of
Sweden in Hara-
re
23.02.2013- Report writing JG, JE
28.01.2013
Quality assurance by Inde- JR,IC
velop
28.02.2013 Submission of draft report JR, JG
05.03.2013 Comments on draft report Sida
Quality assurance by Inde- JR,IC
velop
11.03.2013 Submission of final report JR,JG
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Annex 3 — List of Persons Interviewed

Names | Organisation \ Position
Focus Group International and National NGOs
Tomas Deve SEATINI-Southern and Eastern Director
Africa, Trade Information Negoti-
ations Initiative
Kennedy Mugochi HiVOS- Humanist Institute for Programme Officer

Co-operation with Development

Joel Murungu

Action AID International (AAI)

Country Representa-
tive

Fambai Ngirande

ICCO Inter-Church Cooperation

Country Manager

Diakonia Staff, Focus Group

Regis Mtutu

Diakonia, CO

Programme Officer

Luz Baastrup Diakonia, RO Deputy Regional Manag
er

Onismo Poterai Diakonia, CO Finance Officer

Individual Interviews

Anna Tibblin Diakonia Country Representa-
tive

Luz Baastrup Diakonia, RO Deputy Regional
Manager

Douglas Tigere SCMZz National Coordinator

Tayson Mudakiri YETT Programme Manager

National Consultants, Focus Group

Wonder Phiri

Millenium Resources Consulting

Consultant

Tsitsi Maradze

Consultant

ACPDT, Focus Group

Kathy Bond-Stewart

ACPDT

Publications Coordina-
tor

Leticia Harry

ACPDT

Finance Coordinator

Lucy Manyuchi

ACPDT

Capacity Building
Coordinator

Silveira House, Focus Group

Gibson Munyoro

SH

Director

Decent Gaura SH Project Coordinator
Cleopatra Wilson SH Finance Officer
Kudzaishe Mabaya SH Project Officer

Sida meetings
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ANNEX 2 - INCEPTION REPORT

Magnus Carlquist Sida/Embassy of Sweden Harare Country Director

Aquilina Mawadza Embassy of Sweden Harare Programme Officer
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Annex 4 — Documents Consulted

Sida documents

Agreement Between Sida and Diakonia on Support of the Diakonia Zimbabwe Stra-
tegic Peace Building Programme during 1 July 2012 — 31 December 2014

Appraisal of Intervention: Diakonia Zimbabwe Strategic Peace Building Programme
1 July 2012 — 31 December 2014, 9 p

Decision on Contribution, Diakonia Zimbabwe Strategic Peace Building Programme
1 July 2012 — 31 December 2014, 6 p

Amendment to the Agreement on Development Cooperation, October 2012, 2 p
Decision on Amendment, 21 June 2012, 2 p

Diakonia documents

Programme Proposal, Strategic Peace Building in Zimbabwe, March 2012, 47 p
Conflict Analysis, 18 November 2011, 21 p

End of Programme Report, Jan 2099 — June 2012, 20 p

Silveira House Proposal, Socio Economic Research and Analysis, July 2012 — 31
December 2014, 18 p

Diakonia Silveira House Demo, 9 p

ACPDT Proposal, Building Constructive Relationships Across the Divides, July 2012
— 31 December 2014, 21 p

Diakonia ACPDT Demo, 17 August 2012, 9 p

DPHI, Zimbabwe Democracy Empowerment Project, July 2012 — 31 December 2014,
26 p

Diakonia DPHI Demo, 20 August 2012, 9 p

SCMZ, Strengthening Youth Participation in Strategic Peace Building and Civic Ad-
vocacy in Zimbabwe, July 2012 — 31 December 2014, 21 p
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Diakonia SCMZ Demo, 19 July 2012, 10 p
YETT, Youth Driving the Peace Building Process, July 2012 — July 2015, 25 p
Diakonia YETT Demo, 30 July 2012, 10 p

ZPP, Promoting Transitional Justice and National Healing Mechanisms through Mon-
itoring and Documentation of Politically Motivated Human Rights Abuses, 42 p

Diakonia ZPP Demo, 18 December 2012, 8 p
Report Diakonia Partner Conference 15 - 16 May 2012, 4 p

Report Diakonia Partner Conference 2 — 4 October 2012, 17 p

Partner Satisfaction Survey, January 2013, 19 p

Minutes Planning Meeting Sida and Diakonia, 7 August 2012, 4 p
Minutes Planning Meeting Sida and Diakonia, 12 November 2012, 2 p

Diakonia Management Reports Country Office to Regional Office:
- April 2012, 4 p
- May2012,4p
- June 2012, 4p
- July2012,3p
- August 2012, 3 p
- September 2012, 3 p
- October 2012,6 p
- November 2012,5p
- December 2012, 4 p
- January 2013, 6 p

Diakonia Capacity Building Strategy, Zimbabwe Strategic Peace Building Pro-
gramme, Draft version February 2013, 12 p

Diakonia Strategy for Resource Mobilisation 2013 — 2014, Final Draft February
2013,5p
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Mid-term Review of the Diakonia Strategic
Peace Building Programme in Zimbabwe

This report presents the findings of the mid-term review of Diakonia’s Strategic Peace Building programme in Zimbabwe for the
period 2012-2014, funded by Sida/Embassy of Sweden in Zimbabwe. This mid-term review shows that numerous positive changes
have taken place since the previous evaluation in 2011. The new institutional set-up has laid the ground for the development of a
relevant and necessary process for critically assessing and learning from the shortcomings of the previous programme. Diakonia
has been able to develop a capacity development strategy of remarkable quality, and is now considered as a reliable partner adds
value to the democratisation process in the country.

Diakonia still faces a series of challenges in relation to strategic planning; the conflict analysis does not clearly lead to priorities for
programming, the logical framework is too general and fails to reflect what the partners want to achieve. There is a need for
further reflection on what the programme is really about and what it may realistically achieve. The review also shows that the
success of the current programme depends, to a large extent, on the capacity of Diakonia to create a sense of common interest
among its partners.
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